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Editor, Hew York Sunday Timas Book Review 

The Mew York Times 

Times Square 

Hew York, Hew York 

Dear Sirs 

Only enshrined ignorance, venaliuy, or unabashed sycophancy can ex- 
plain the appearance in your issue of May 21 of tile work of fiction 
about another presented as a review of the mi3titled !, fhe Truth 
About the Assassination”. 

It is as irresponsible as any of the many shameful abiacations of 
the intellectual community and, because it is in the Times , perhaps 
the least excusable. The unidentified author certainly lias not done 
the research required for any honorable review. How, then, can he 
justify the expression of the slanderous opinions? Is it the busi- 
ness of the Hew York Times to Print propaganda? Are you in the habit 
of soliciting opinion from those unqualified to express it? Is it 
your custom to so abusfc the trust of your readers? 

Your anonymous reviewer, if that is what ha is, either did not read 
the Roberts slop or did not understand it, and he certainly does not 
know either Roberts or his history, else he -would never have praised 
that fink for his •'willingness to confront the critics head-on with 
facts based on his own experience and the Commission's hearings’ 1 . 

The Roberts opening is that he cannot trust even his own observations, 
perhaps the only reputable statement in his work. lie has the associa- 
tion with those hearings of the garlic wafted over the soup, as I told 
him to his face on the one occasion he has dared to get in the same 
studio with me. Then he had a famous champion, who also will not 
repeat. 

Since appearance of that printed slime, I have in every way possible 
attempted to get him "head-on”, with or without the equally ignorant 
and dishonest Salinger. They will insult, but they will not confront. 
Roberts's publisher is not so anxious to sell the book that he can or 
will arrange it. I have invited Salinger, whom I find to be less than 
plucky, to moderate this '‘head-on” confrontation. Can I load it more 
in their favor? Individually or together, they will not do it. So 
much for his "willingness to confront the critics head on” . 

Actually, Roberts mentions me and my book but little, never accurately 
I challenge you and your reviewer to disprove this. Let me make it 
easy. The references are pages 23, 6 5, 32, 3iq, 88, 101 and 127= You 
will find that in some cases what I actually said bears no resemblance 
to Roberts's representation of it. You will find chat in not a single 
case has he given the part of ray work he pretends to be quoting or 



2 - 


HSSsg 

seJf! S I do ^challenge "you^to^ Y ° U Caa oheck this *>* 70 «r- 

^o^'SS^Tt v ee how 

I told him and Salinge?, I tt°easj X ^r tLn Tuil!^ 

to restrict debate to their writing on which f u L 1 w « f 3ree 
theirs, they without dBuEF*are most eSpertl ' genuinely 

di^on/.r S° r rit ? S With honor £nd a <^uracy, who respects the tra- 
“bout, who will tS's^veS^r? 

Tolu’s truly. 


Harold Iveisbers 





